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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Amendment 

1 . Claims 1 - 3, 5 - 1 8, 23 - 25 and 27 - 29 are pending. 
Claims 4, 19 - 22 and 26 have been canceled. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

Examiner would like to clarity that the last communication was "Non-Final 
Rejection" and the current communication is "Final Rejection." 

With regards to 35 U.S.C. 101 rejection, Applicant argued that the rejection 
should be withdrawn since the claimed invention reduces to a practical application that 
produces a useful, concrete and tangible result. Examiner traverses for the following 
reasons: 

The claims lack the necessary physical articles or objects to constitute a machine 
or a manufacture (in other words, system, apparatus or device) within the meaning of 35 
USC 101 . In fact, applicant stated in the Remarks that "component" has been defined 
in the specification to hardware/ software components. Therefore, all the elements 
within the claim can be reasonably interpreted as software alone. They are clearly not a 
series of steps or acts to be a process nor are they a combination of chemical 
compounds to be a composition of matter, since each of them explicitly claims "a 
system" or "a device". As such, they fail to fall within a statutory category. They are, at 
best, function descriptive material perse. 
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Applicant mainly argued that Mehta does not teach or suggest "arbiter 
component that facilitate interaction between the computer network and the industrial 
device". 

Examiner does not agree with this assertion. Examiner contends that the claim 
is written in such a broad way that they fail to distinguish themselves from the prior art. 
The terms "computer network" and the "industrial device" can have very broad 
interpretation which Examiner is entitled give. The industrial devices can be computers, 
monitor, printers, network device, etc. The computer network is two more computers 
that are connected together. Hence, as long as there are two or more computers 
connected, said computers comprising database tables and access capability, the 
purported claim limitations are covered. The prior art does encompass this type of 
environment, which is evident just by viewing Figure 1 . Any narrower interpretation 
would be inappropriate unless more detailed limitations are recited within the claim. 

Applicant then argued that Mehta does not teach a mapping component as cited 
in claim 1 . In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., mapping from an industrial unit to a table for eliminating or mitigating a requirement 
of proprietary data access software) are not reflected in the rejected claim(s). Although 
the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 USPQ2d 1057 
(Fed.Cir. 1993). 

For the foregoing reasons, Examiner sustains the rejections of pending claims. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1,10 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

The claims lack the necessary physical articles or objects to constitute a machine 
or a manufacture within the meaning of 35 USC 1 01 . They are clearly not a series of 
steps or acts to be a process nor are they a combination of chemical compounds to be 
a composition of matter, since each of them explicitly claims "a system." As such, they 
fail to fall within a statutory category. They are, at best, function descriptive material per 
se. 

When functional descriptive material is recorded on some computer-readable 
medium and executed by a processor, it becomes structurally and functionally 
interrelated to the medium and will be statutory in most cases since use of technology 
permits the function of the descriptive material to be realized. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 1 02 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 
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(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claim 1 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Patent Number 5.999.933 issued to Abhav Mehta (hereinafter "Mehta"). 

Regarding claim 1, Mehta discloses, 

A system that facilitates access to industrial data, comprising: 
a mapping component that generates a database table(s) from data associated 
with an industrial device(s), the database table(s) accessible through a standard 
database interface without requirement of proprietary data access software tailored for 
the industrial device(s) (column 4 lines 26 - 27, column 5 lines 46 - 50: data structures 
are mapped onto a logical table, et seq.), and 

an arbiter component that facilitates access between industrial devices and 
computer network for an access to the database tables (See Remarks, column 6 liens 1 
- 1 5, column 21 lines 4 - 7, et seq.). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



8. 



Claims 2 - 3. 5 - 7. 9 - 18. 23 - 25 and 28 - 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 



103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Number 5.999.933 issued to Abhav 
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Mehta (hereinafter "Mehta") in view of U.S. Publication Number 2003/0172046 
issued to Zachariah Scott (hereinafter "Scott"). 

Regarding claim 2, Mehta discloses the system of claim 1 . 
Mehta does not explicitly disclose a Java DataBase Connectivity (JDBC) 
connection. 

However, Scott discloses the standard database connection associated with the 
standard database interface is a Java DataBase Connectivity (JDBC) connection 
(paragraph 22 lines 4 - 6, et seq.). At the time of the present invention, it would have 
been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the data processing art to combine the two 
references because Scott's data exchange/access method via a standard database 
connection combined with Mehta's overall system would have provided technologies 
that simplify the management of non-database systems (Scott: paragraph 7 lines 2-3, 
et seq.) and permit querying data stored in tables for relatively easy analysis of the data 
(Mehta: column 2 lines 51 - 53, et seq.). 

Regarding claim 3, Mehta discloses the database table is a relational database 
table (column 4 lines 21 - 28, et seq.). 

Regarding claim 5, Mehta discloses the database table is accessed via one or 
more remote systems that employ disparate operating systems (column 4 lines 44 - 49, 
et seq.). 

Regarding claim 6, Mehta discloses the disparate operating systems include one 
or more of UNIX, HPUX, IBM, AIX, Linux and Microsoft (column 4 lines 44 - 49, et seq.). 
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Regarding claim 7, Mehta and Scott disclose the access includes read (Mehta: 
column 21 lines 4 - 7, et seq.) and write access (Scott: paragraph 27 lines 3 - 6, et 
seq.). 

Regarding claim 9, Mehta discloses the interface component facilitates discovery 
of industrial device data and the database table (column 21 lines 4 - 7, et seq.). 
Regarding claim 10, Mehta discloses, 

An industrial device (column 21 lines 4 - 7, et seq.), comprising: 

an interface that facilitates reading from one or more relational database tables 
stored within the industrial device, without requirement of platform specific software 
tailored for an industrial device(s) controlled by the industrial device (column 21 lines 4 
- 7, et seq. and See Response to Arguments); 

a mapping component that maps one or more data structure associated with the 
industrial device to the one or more relational database tables (column 4 lines 26 - 27, 
column 5 lines 46 - 50, et seq.); and 

an intelligence component that employs classifiers to determine when, how and 
which data structures should be transformed to corresponding database tables column 
3 lines 1-10, column 6 lines 53 - 64, Figure 1 : 146 and 1 68, et seq.). 

Mehta doe not explicitly disclose "industrial control device". 

However, Scott discloses "industrial control device" (paragraph 15 lines 6-10, 
paragraph 5 lines 5-7, paragraph 22 lines 4 - 6, et seq.). At the time of the present 
invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the data processing 
art to combine the two references because Scott's data industrial control device 
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combined with Mehta's overall method would have provided technologies that simplify 
the management of non-database systems (Scott: paragraph 7 lines 2 - 3, et seq.) and 
permit querying data stored in tables for relatively easy analysis of the data (Mehta: 
column 2 lines 51 - 53, et seq.). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Mehta discloses the mapping component is executed within 
one of a module of the industrial control device, a host computer, and the interface 
(Figure 3, et seq.). 

Regarding claim 12, Mehta discloses the mapping component is executed 
without knowledge of industrial device data layout (column 5 lines 48 - 50, et seq.). 

Regarding claim 13, Scott discloses the access for at least one of transaction 
commitment, transaction rollback and transaction termination (paragraphs 27 - 28, et 
seq.). 

Regarding claim 14, Scott discloses the standard database connection is 
employed to establish a connection with the interface by a remote device (paragraph 5 
lines 5-7, paragraph 22 lines 4 - 6, et seq.). 

Regarding claim 15, Scott discloses the standard database connection is an 
SQL-compliant connection (paragraphs 27 - 29, et seq.). 

Regarding claim 16, Scott discloses the standard database connection is a Java 
DataBase Connectivity (JDBC) connection (paragraph 5 lines 5-7, paragraph 22 lines 
4 - 6, et seq.). 
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Regarding claim 17, Scott discloses a JDBC Open or Select command(s) to read 
data and a JDBC Post command to write data (paragraphs 27 - 28, paragraph 27, and 
chart 1). 

Regarding claim 18, Mehta and Scott disclose an intelligence component that 
facilitates mapping, reading (Mehta: column 5 lines 46 - 50, column 21 lines 4 - 7, et 
seq.) and writing (Scott: paragraph 27 lines 3 - 6, et seq.) the industrial device data. 

Regarding claim 23, Mehta discloses, 

A method for accessing industrial device data, comprising; 

Generating a database table(s) from the industrial device data; 

establishing a connection with the industrial device (Figure 1, et seq. and See 
Response to Arguments); 

discovering relational database tables stored within the industrial device (column 
2 lines 44 - 54, et seq.); and 

accessing the data within the relational database tables, without platform specific 
data access software associated with the industrial device(s) (column 21 lines 4-7, 
See Response to Arguments, et seq.). 

Mehta does not explicitly disclose "an SQL-compliant database connection". 

However, Scott discloses "an SQL-compliant database connection" (paragraph 5 
lines 5-7, paragraph 22 lines 4 - 6, et seq.). At the time of the present invention, it 
would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the data processing art to 
combine the two references because Scott's data exchange/access method via an 
SQL-compliant database connection combined with Mehta's overall system would have 
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provided technologies that simplify the management of non-database systems (Scott: 
paragraph 7 lines 2 - 3, et seq.) and permit querying data stored in tables for relatively 
easy analysis of the data (Mehta: column 2 lines 51 - 53, et seq.). 

Regarding claim 24, Scott discloses the SQL-compliant database connection is a 
Java Database Connectivity (JDBC) connection (paragraph 5 lines 5-7, paragraph 22 
lines 4 -6, et seq.). 

Regarding claim 25, Scott discloses the access for at least one of transaction 
commitment, transaction rollback and transaction termination (paragraphs 27 - 28, et 
seq.). 

Regarding claim 28, Mehta discloses concurrently accessing more than one of 
the relational databases (column21 lines 5 - 11 , et seq.). 
Regarding claim 29, Mehta discloses, 
An industrial system, comprising: 

means for opening a database connection with the industrial device (Figure 3, 
column 4 lines 61 - 63, et seq.); 

means for mapping data from at least one data structure to at least one database 
table by employing an intelligence component with classifiers that determines when, 
how and which computer readable data structure should be transformed to 
corresponding database tables, (column 5 lines 46 - 50, column 6 lines 53 - 64, et 
seq.); 

means for discovering the at least one database table (column 21 lines 4 - 7, et 
seq.); and 
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means accessing the discovered database tables (column 21 lines 4 - 7, et seq.). 

Mehta does not explicitly disclose means for retrieving suitable protocols and 
configuration (Figure 1: 146 and 168, et seq.). 

However, Scott discloses means for retrieving suitable protocols and 
configuration and accessing the discovered database tables (paragraph 22 lines 4-6, 
paragraph 27 lines 2-4, paragraph 31 lines 12 - 14, et seq.). At the time of the 
present invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the data 
processing art to combine the two references because Scott's means for retrieving 
suitable protocols and configuration combined with Mehta's overall system would have 
provided technologies that simplify the management of non-database systems (Scott: 
paragraph 7 lines 2 - 3, et seq.) and permit querying data stored in tables for relatively 
easy analysis of the data (Mehta: column 2 lines 51 - 53, et seq.). 

9. Claims 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mehta in view of U.S. Publication Number 2004/0143791 issued to Yuichi Ito et al. 
(hereinafter "Ito"). 

Regarding claim 8, Mehta discloses the system of claim 1 . 
Mehta does not explicitly disclose the aspect of transferring table data as a 
binary file. 

However, Ito discloses transferring table data as a binary file in paragraph 6 lines 
10-14. At the time of the present invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the data processing art to combine the references because Ito's binary 
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file transfer method would have enabled Mehta's overall system for fast and efficient 
transfer of data, taking less time than the original text-based code (paragraph 7 lines 7 - 

9, et seq.). 

10. Claims 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mehta and Scott as applied to claims above, and further in view of U.S. 
Publication Number 2004/0143791 issued to Yuichi Ito et al. (hereinafter "Ito"). 

Regarding claim 27, Mehta and Scott disclose the method of claim 27. 
Mehta and Scott do not explicitly disclose the aspect of transferring table data as 
a binary packets. 

However, Ito discloses transferring table data as a binary file in paragraph 6 lines 
10-14. At the time of the present invention, it would have been obvious to a person of 
ordinary skill in the data processing art to combine the references because Ito's binary 
packet transfer method would have enabled Mehta and Scott's overall system for fast 
and efficient transfer of data, taking less time than the original text-based code 
(paragraph 7 lines 7 - 9, et seq.). 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
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TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to SANGWOO AHN whose telephone number is (571)272- 
5626. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 10-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tim Vo can be reached on (571 ) 272-3642. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

/TimT. Vo/ 12/6/2008 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2168 IS. A./ 

Examiner, Art Unit 2168 



